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COgnitive style nodelc describe individual
differences in information-processing, or methods for deriving.

is valid and has strengths or weaknesses depending upon its context. .
Bouever. this value freedom has been threatened in ‘two vays. Pirst,

. while ccgnitive style has been ignored by most educators, typically,
those behaviors consgistent with one pole of 3 style dimemnsion have
;ilplicitly or explicitly been valued, thereby devaluing the
alternative style. Second, sex differences in cognitive style tend to

-educators and résearchers. It may be &éoncluded that one of the merits
of the concept of cognitive style is that any style is valid and

t valuable. However, value judgments, often redundant with sex 3nd sex
“role dif%erences, have denied such contributidns as the field
dependent®'s ecological sensitivity and the intuitive's talents for
problel-definition -and btrainstoraing, Research by practititoners
snggests that style-biased education cuts off options for individuals
d' favors stereotyping and. stagnation within courses and careers.
,style-sensitive educational’ programming capitalizes on the strengths
of the style that one biings to a task and provides means of
developing\individnal and educatjonal. flexibility. (Anthor)
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'leaning from the world. Each style is theoretically value-free; each ‘

be such that those styles that predominate; anong.males are favored by .

!

t N

\

)

‘ttt*#t*tttttttttt*ttttttttt‘ttttt##t#tttttttttttttt#ttttttttttttt####t#

*
*

t#t#ttttttttttt#*ﬁ##ttttttt#ttttt#tttttttttttttttQtttt#ttt#tttttttttttt

. Ny

<




ED151705. -

.

Gol12322

4

o

-

-

JIHIS DOCUMENT “HAS BEEN REPRO.

”
. . ) . »

¥ ., \\ e ° i,&
. ~ 3y
- - %
- . ) . - 3
« US DEPARTMENTOF HEALTH,
EDUCATION 8 WELFARE
NATIONAL INSTYTUTE OF

€oucaTion v * in Teaching-Learring Processegs’.
4 " ]

. k v ! “PERMISSION TO REPRODUCE THIS
) Cognitive Stylesn_ﬂand\ Sex ‘Roles h MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED 8Y

OUCED EXACTLY A$ RECEIVED FRGM
THE PERSON OR DRGANIZATION ORIGIN.
ATING IT POINTS OF VIEW QR OPINIONS
STATED DO NOT NECESSARILY REPRE:
SENT OFFICIAL MATIONAL INSTITUTE OF
EOUCATION POSITION OR PORICY

- ¢ A ’
Karen H. Nelson .« 7
3 Departmant Of'PSYChOlOgy ) 3 TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURCES

INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC) AND
Austin’ College USERS OF THE ERIC SYSTEM *

L]
- Caer

b ]
Tt ’ ' 5 " ' 'l
»

‘C‘ognitive Style models describe 1dd1v1c§gal differences in prarmation- :

processing, or me}hbds for deriving méaning from the world (Kogéfl, 1971). N

' N ) P '
Throug,p over twenty-five years of research, fifteen-or more style diménsions

have erherged, all shariné a bésic set of at‘éributés. Style‘s are pervasive, :
.. . , - °

- - ’ { -
relatively stable characteristics describing modes or processes rather thén N
content (Witkin' et. al. ' 1975): They contrast most importantly with abilitics. .
Styles ére\bip_olar, each pole or style hgvmg.adaptive value. For example, an

" individual may be field de,pghdent;} neutral, or field 1ndeper;dent. _Each of thé.se

three 'styles’ is theoretically ‘value-free:'each Ktyle is valild and haé strengths

‘-

or weaknessé€s depending upon its context. . 3

!‘ ~ h

) . However, tl}is value freedom has been threatened in two ways, First,

-

I3
.

whilg cégnitive style-ha_\s been ‘1glnc;red by most educators ,‘{typi;:ally, those,
behaviors consistt;nt yvith one pole of a .s\tyle dimension;‘have, 1n'1p1§”c1t1; or
! 7 - .
explicitly I;eelt'lfvalueq , thefeby devalu{ng thé altex;native styie’. Seéond, ‘sex
. differences in cognitive stylé tend to bé ”guch tha’t those styles that predomiha:cé'
" among ;nales. are favored by educators and researchers. "
One cc;nsequence of the gen’éral ignorance ::f cognitive style is notéd by

..

&
Messick (1972): . -~ .

it is quite possible that cognitive styles are alreacy being
reflected in standard evaluation devices; however, their .
operation under.these circumstances is not being assessed for
evaiuation purposes but serves instead to contaminate the .
interpretation o£ other measures. (p. 111)
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Beyond confounding evhluation,” cognitive style, when mismatched with the _

implicit style of the learning task is often misconstrued as low -motiyation,

4

“poor study habits or low intelligence The purposes‘of this paper are to:

»

- 1) indicate known sex differences in cognitive style;

3

2) ‘examine fhe educational implications- of such style differences; and

3) describe recent research which attempts to ytilize cognitive
style information in educational settings.

‘One example of the relationship between sex differences in style and\

" their educational implications concerns broad.v. narrow categorizing . ,§

When asked té sort or group objects or words, the broad categorizer prefers

I'd

. R -« . to ’ —
a small number of categorips each containing a large number of items, where\-
as the narrow categorizer prefers a larger number of categories with a small

number of items in each. Like most style dimensions breadth of cate ~ur

gorization emerges. earlierain females. In addition, at eighteen rthonths,
[ , 3 N ¢

females in general use broader ,categories than males; howe\zer, the pa‘ttem:

W . N ) B
subsequently reverses such that males use greater breadth of categorization

in later childhood and adulthood. Furthermore , teacher$ prefer narrow cate-

gorizing females.' ) Broad~ categorizirfg females are seen as'disruptive and

troublesome. Women who cattegorize ‘broadly are lower in judgmental confi-

‘l

dehce and more copservative on most\ decision-making indices (‘(ogan 1976) .' '

In this case then sex differences are re*@rced and perpetuated bg teachers -

’ 0‘9\/

and when females adopt the \male. style, negative attributions are’one

a, Q
consequence. = e




ST o o ) R - Nelsy‘f«

L . " Four additional models of cognitive style share sex differences as/;v—;ll
‘ 4 * g \ ¢ . * -

I y ’, ¢
as_important educational implications. They are reftection-impul sivity, >

-~

, e ‘cognitive simplicity~complexity, field dependence—independence, and a

re en;cly developed information-processing model. The\first two of these

medels differ not so much in frequency as in educational impli'catlons and

he B

.

generality of style. "’

Reflection-impulsivity refers to conceptual tempo. When several alter-

nafives must be considered under time constraints,.as for example, 3n timed

multiple-choice tests, the impulsive individual resgonds quickly but is often ’

\ .

‘almost right,' yielding a high error score. The reflective individual considers

each alternativ‘e in turn, responding more sloyvly but with fewer errors. Note
- ) °® /

that it is only when time constraints and multiple hypothesés pertain that this.

.

dimension&emerges Research on reflection mpulsiviw does: not reveal sex

‘ differences in frequency‘o>\each style (Kogan 1976); rather, while impulsivity

~

, or feflectivity in males has educational implications there are no 'consistent

1 L3 -

findings regarding the implication of this dimension for females amd, therefore,

no operatlonal definition for females (Lesser, 1971 BloJlg and Bloc}l 1974;

,Kogan, 1976) We are told that error score in males relates to impulsivity

but in females it relates to low intelligence, that impulsivity Jn boys is bad

but it .is good in girls; that inhibitlon or passivity rather than reflection is '

the opposite of impulsivity or aggres siveness; above all, we are told that

N

~

. .none of these assertions is'entirely .tr;u_e (KoganA, 1976). L ) -

' Early researchers found greater impulsivity in boys and proceeded to

+

z destroy the value-freedom of the model by focusing onlgb on the negativer ~

’

S
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consequences of impulsivity. Kogan (1976) suggests that néw scoring pro-

-

«
~

cedures may restore value-freedom of the model and permit examinatien of the
' re],ationship between impulsivity and originality, for example. For this

dimension, then, examination of the resear.ch&suggests two critical problems,

[}

First, ir 4he absence of operational /definitions of reflection and impulsivity

- that pertain to both males and females, we don't really know what the standard

méasures are actually measuring. Second, the loss of value-freedgm effect-

’

. ively precludes intelligent implementation of reflection ~ impulsivity as a

cognitive style dimension. . f
Cognitive simplicity-complexity is a second dimensibn which shares

- , 1
- these two problems., Sex differehces do not emerge in the frequency of each

_style; instead the sex difference noted by Kogan (1971) concerns generality
-~ of this style. While generality of complexity was found for males, virtually

none was found for females implying that women may be complex some of

-

the time but they will-be simple in style more ﬁunenﬂy than their complex

, > {
I . . . - —
3 < +

" male counterparts i

" Like reflection-impulsivity this dimension is also plagued by problems'

/ , of valde freedont While an individual might -prefer to be labeled a narrow
'categorizer and see it as sensitivity to differences or, on the contrary-/ efer

to be labeled a broad categorizer and see it as a' synthetic or organizing

-

' ability, few of us would prefer to be labeled cognitively simple. Consider,

~ \-
+

however, c‘omments by Messick (1976). He argﬁes~that.the use of many

dimensions may reflect pigeon-holing%or compartmentalization of stimuli, .

while using one or a few dimenstions, may stem from toleranc':e‘of perce}ved°

\

: )
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differences -or use of a superordinate category to integrate stimuli. There are’

several educational implications of ‘Messick's .jcomments . First, if a teacher\
v : . ' .

presumes cognitive comp_lex'ity,-'his or ‘her students may understand it‘to mean
that, they should compartmentalize .. Second, when students are tackling new

. b .
v‘concepts the cognitively simple approach may be advantageous. Kogan (in

~

Lesser 1971) reports that students high in complexity atdein higher grades in

the social sciences and the humanities students low in complexity attain

4

higher grades in engineeringh and there is no relationship between simplicity-

con;plexity and performance i'n the natural sciences. . The findings regarding‘
7 ) . N ,
.* engineering may reflect the merits of a simple analytical approach as a
. A\ 2 o
‘necessary precursor to more complex, in,tegrative apprdacrres . Finally,

/ \ - ~

\ s situational variation in simplicity complexity may be evidence of efficient

strategies, using a cognitively simple approach in novel or unfamiliar set-

tings and a cognitively complex approach in more ?amiliar ones. Thus, the

- -,

7/ . . . ¢
- finding:*fof )less generality of sii_nplic_ity-com‘plexi_ty among. females may

represent flexibility along this style dimension. As Wapner (in Messick, l976)
. . . . % - ~
3 notes, an) individual occupies a range along any cognitive style-dimension
. . : ,‘ o v N N

-~ . . . v !

and ean learn to-use strategies favoring one pole or the. ot\hér, .depending .

v e - o /
~ 4 o\ - .
. X

upon the context in which he or she is operating. Here, th\en, as in reflection-=

¢ [l

. ifnpulsivity, questions of value freedom and sex differences are closely related.

[
[ I

Field dependence-independence describes self-nbn self segregation.

( The field independent individual separates her/himself from a setting and

easily identifies separate features’ rules, etc. despite irrelevan oues The\_
- t

- field dependent individual utilizes a more holistlc approach, responding to
K " *

\)‘( [ - Py )
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Interrélatedness of self and surround' e3<ceiiing in responsiveness to ecological

.and. interpersonal.cues 'Ihere are o glifferenc'es between field dependents and _

» <

in}iependents in learning ability or memory, nor jn such qualities as emotiohai )

‘e
-

dependence ana apptoval “or attentlon-seeking (Witkin and Goodenough
<

1976), 3o

,

¢ ‘< . - *

"‘There are small, but persistent, sex differences -in field dependence-

.

independence in ‘Western cultufes (Witkin et. al., 1975). As in the case of

.

styles mentioned previously, the dimension emerges about a year earlier in

~

girls. Girls are more often field independent in '.preschool, but the trend is

.reversed at about age six (Kogan, 1976). Field dependent and indeperndent

*h

individuals tend also to choose careers consistent with traditional sex role

. . ‘ *

stereotypes field independents tending to choose technical, analytical fields

and fieid dependents choosing social service and pe0ple-oriented carelvrs,

}gven within a single occupation, field dependents and lndepend’ents behave
differently. l:syohiatric hurses ale more often field'i:lepende'ntl surgical nurses °
field independent.m Teachers and therapists who differ along this dirne\nsion

s 4 . P

" teach and counsel differently (Witkin et al. 1975). . . L,

Ve

these qualities. @nly in the last year has /\/N’itkin made a genuine effort to .

Although Witkin is among the most visible proponents of ‘styleg as a \

»

value-free construct, during the 1956 s and 60 s, his research consistently

denigrated field dependence. Field iridependénce was labeled analytical and
articulate, while~field dependence was defined largely. as the absence of

-

describe field dependénce in a.favorable light, despite substantial evidence
‘. ,'4 : 4

attesting to its merits (Witk%n and Goodendugh, 4976)." -

e A Y

¢




- ' e R ~ Nelson -7 o
. _ \ i ) ¢ |
The final cognitive style model to be considered here describes two "’ .

°

éepaxate dimensions of information~processing.. Data orientation may be

receptive -~ tending to take in raw data and focus on discrete bits of infor-

]
» ~

rnation -= Or. preceptive - tending to organize data conceptually and‘to seek -
N \ .
relationships between elex‘nents’of‘ the data set. The stratedy dimension "

. distinguishes the systematic -~ step-by-step, method -oriented -- approach

' -
- B -
.

from the intuitive approach, which focuses on problem definition, generating a

range of alternatives, and defending solution in terms of problem-definition
. . .. 5 . : ; . ‘
rather than method (McKenney and Keen, 1974).

‘A study .of 337 college students provides data on this information pro'cessing

.

model. Although there are no sex differences in scores across all four tasks

x5 ,1.&»

assessing data .and strategy orientation, women are more often intuitive

¢ ‘ . <+

2 _ . .
(X% = 5.879,: 2-df, p = .05),.and tend to be more receptive as freshmen.-
" As ;en.iors', women 'ax:e‘ more intuitive and preceptivé, men more systematic -

N . . 5 . st » - . "
and receptive. . The intuitive receptive style of freshmen femalés has the

: € .
\ “",greatest'ﬂex‘ibility‘an&i openness, but the shift toward a p'receptive)‘data

orientation adds structure, leaving strategy open, whereas male increases in

r"e:ceptivé style add data openneés to structured systematic processes. In this

~ .t

* , ,
study, we alsv found differénces in style by major, natural science majors.

>

v tending }O‘be systematic and receptive humanities majors intuitive and

~preceptive,- and social science majors having the greatest flexibility in style
S ~
In our sa'mple, ‘however, tliere were no sex differences in frequency of major
Q

2 .
(X = .438, 2 df, p= .803). Sex.and major thus relate to style but not to .

o

.each other. This complex interaction is exemplified by one of our tasks which

‘ ) I - A . 4 -




’ gave students writing options. Sex, major, and style, in that order, were

—

Al

. ‘ Nelson-8

. .
° ey
.

~

significant determinants of the problem studer‘l'ts chose when gixl'en several
e {
options. o ' . ' . y
‘ N \ - e ‘% e
Teese findings are also important in that they demonstrate that'students,

male) and female, can choose any colleée major and develop any style. Men

who are humanities majors are often intuitivevand préceptive and women who are

-

natural science majors are often’systematic and receptive.
Although the preceding discussion has focused on sex differences in

cognitive styles, it is important to note that sex differences have diminished

o ) AN
" become more flexible in’their edigational choices, cognitive styles hXe : -
s in

" substantially over the last ten or fifteen years, :l}s women and men have I_-e{-

\

*become less sex-role stéreotyped. Despite the decline of sex differsn

.
s

) regearch data, value judgments relating to style persist. Being field depé\{ldent'
or intuitive is bad -- even if yop"re male. As a result,'the remairider.n.f.tt;\i

paper focyses less on sex differences and more on the educational implic'a"cior\‘xs‘
. . { . * 4

.of style as a.value-free construct.
. v : /

’ . - L4 - -
I,Jm\:il recently, such dimensions as field dependence-independence pave
§ ' . . .
1 + ‘\ . ¢
been examined largely-in terms of correlates of style, favoring the identifi-
- 1 . \ : ',
cation of sex and major and career diiferences. Recently, emphasis has shifted

1

i
from the quest for®static correlates to three process areas;
T .-

C Y .
) lea,ni_ng differences;

4 :'f'" e
2) 7/4e-sen’sitive educational programs; and %

3)’ strategies for increasing cognitive flexibility.

’ /’

Each of these research areas benefits from the involvement of practitionef's.
! - .

. N
| .

/ 9 3 S
H w. , , - - ‘
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. As Beck (1977) points .out:

- Center, State University of New York, represents such involvement,

< . Nelson-9
. 0w ] - ' P
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<

very successfully without con

(p. 30) \

'
L]

One ;ecent program, conducted by the Two Year College Development .
‘In Project

¢ <« =
4

Priority, teams of teachers, counselors, and administrators first participated

in a series of workshops eproring twelve models of style, then investigated

style through campt;@based projects (Martens, 1976). Most of the participants

. chose to work with field dependence~independence and/or Ssystematic-intuitive

-
-

dimens_ions. Although the sample size.is usually small and the designs not

 always tightly controlled, the projects are notable in\th'at practitioners them-

selves determined their problems and how cognitive style information might

AN

help them.

’

Chickering {1926) argues ,Qa&t ignorance of cognitive style leads to, -

the implementation of educatibnal programs'that create double/binds; no style
is favored. In attempts to detérmine how individuals with alternative styles

' . ' -

learn, several of our participants examined student reactions to learning

- A}

s

8
options. Hileman and.. Desmond investigated the resources students prefer

to use*in accounting and composition courses, respectively, Both found that
field dependents use people{-oriented options (peer tutors, discussion groups,

consultations with the professor) more than their fleld indepe'ndent classmates

.
I

and use the te}:t less. However, before exploring the options, there was no
difference in expressed preferénce by students with these styles, both groups

ax

by

ci

&% 10

"theoretical work in psychology cannot be conducted

nt feedback from fields of practical .application.

-

.

>

» »
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"1‘ sayirig they-learn best from lectures and the text. The problem may be that
‘the means whereby field depehdenté learn are devalued in most educational )
: - - . R - . ¢ . LY , \
- 2, : : , N
settings. They are seen as expressions of need for'help and contrary to S

independent scholarship. \Hil,eman and Desmond's findings suggest 1_that Y

!

field de“pende‘nts'éimp‘ly use/different learning options, when such options are
i . ! S .

' -

- . ..
available and seen as valid. * ' o ‘
- j T '

.

Nielsen contributed further information by studying st};Ie of our workshop

participants as it related to style of consultants and session format. Consisient ‘
. N s .~ E . N

L]
0y

wifh previous' findiné's Mitkin and Go‘ddenough, 19765, he found that parti-

J v e

cipants w‘ho. matched a consgltaht pn field dependent:erindependencé rated

4 e . < ~

’

"that se"s‘s.ioh higher than those who mismatched. Field independent partici-

N . “\

pénts also rated ir.lde'pendent work higher as a ' means of learning thah field

de‘per}dents did, wﬁereas field &ependents rated individual conference time and -

~

social time higher. . ) |
. .

There were also.effects of systematic and i'ntuit.ivge styles in studies by

. . - ,
. \both Nielser and Desmond. Nielsen found that systematic participants

prefer sxﬁall lecture relative to their intuitive counterparts, while intuitives

- %

{ N Al
prefer small discussioMand question and answer perioagts.9 Desmond found

4

AL Y that students heutral og the systematic-intuitive din’ﬁ\s‘lqn tend to have

> ! ‘L y ’
more consultations with tBe Instructdr. This finding is important in that little
S ce ' ' . y
©+7 is known about neutrality on mostt_style dimensions. Neutrals on theé infor- .

mation-processing, dimensions are mare often confused or undecided than are

e . 10 A
their gounterparts *with distirictive styles (Nelson, 1976). However,

. . neutrality, like distincti/vga styles; may be an advantage or disadvantage.

> i
I}

.
- N [y
. . -

A - | . 11 . . . v
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- over their learning experience. = * .

. more about their own styles and how/students with other styles think and

~ . . Nelso_n-ll

-

o . N
- m~eL o, ! . » >

.- VI -
" Keen and ;McKenney (1973) argue that neutrals may be able to operate

;. u- - a, d apn -
comfortably With any style and Witkin and. Goodenough (1976) make similar

aesertions regarding a fluid style on the field dependence-flﬁdependence

dimension. It may be that neutral students need only more structure by which

' -to judge which style or strategy i$ most adaptive in a given setting.

. Witkin et. al. {1975), Méssick (1976), and Riessman (in Sperry, 1372)

argue: for the development of style-sensitive teaching a‘nd learning strategies.

o 5 ve

. :
A first step is to provide cognitive style information to .students and teachers.

Several studies point simply to the inadequacy of existﬁug‘ methode whereby
. Y ,
students choose learning program (Merriil) and instructor (Hjelmeland et. al.)." -

Several of our studies imply that if students had information about their styles,
(]
they might make more adaptive educational choites and have more control

~— »

What, then, happens when such style information is provided ?‘ Taylcr
examined his ability to predict his students’ styles, tested them, then used

their assistance to improve his teaching eifectivenesg and the course. He

concludes that an instructor with a knowledge of cognitive style can generally
) :

. * v -
.tell which style a student prefers. In addition, Taylor's students learhed

s ¢ , . -

v

»
- -

- <
hearn. . e ’ o . .

St‘zdents feel that cognitive style information helps them understand pa,st

1 * '

learning successes and failures and more intelligently seleﬂt néw coq@es.

While some have argued that telling an individual his/her style will’ lead to

r -

. ¢ B - .
N

12

.
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rationalizing and narrowing of options, students repbrt instead that they

. »

now understand why some tasks had been difficult for them, arml!,“as a result,
.. ' : '

are making new eifforts to become more inttiitive (if they're systematic) or
12 ' '
vice versa.
’ * P

'QIn regard to teacher awareness ,.Ssddola, Abdo and Morgan found

that when intuitive instructors teach a psychology course using systematic

S~ N ,_’ .
methods, there is no’'effect of style on grades. Many of the existing relgtion-

shipstbetween style and choice of major and career may 'well be a function

t ‘
of style-biased teaching.

In summary, one of the merits of the concept of cognitive style is .
. {

that anysstyle is valid and valuable. However, value judgments, often

~

redur;dant“-vﬂ,th sex and sex role differences, have denied such contributiéns

¢
-

"as the field dependent's ecological sensitivity and the intuitive's talents

for problem-definjtion and brainstorming. Research by practitioners suggests

- that style~-biased edudation cuts off options for individuals and favors .

stereotypirg and..stagnation.wthin''courses “and ‘careers. :~Stylé~-sengitive

: e \ ¥ -
edutational progranfing:capitaliZes or'l"t;ie strengths-of ‘the style, thdtone
byings to a task and provides means of developing i'gidividual and educational.

flexibility. - ) Lo

£




. FOOTNOTES ", < .

lExpanded version of a‘paper presented at the Convention of the
American Psychological Association, San Francisco, California,
_August 26, 1977, \ '

'Other sex differences in simplicity~complexity are found regard-
ing interpersonal judgment (e.g., Deaux and Farris, 1975). How-

ever, Crockett et. al(1975) question examination of this style N

dimension when evaluative set is induced.

3There are also differences in the learning preferences and
educational choices of field dependent and independent individuals.
Field dependents learn better with clearly planned tasks and correct-
ive feedback; they respond more than field independents to salient -
cues. Field independents ufe more mediational processes for in-
ferring rules; they learn concepts by hypothesis-testing wheteas

field dependents tend to use a more passive, spectator approach. *°

There are, however, no differences in number of trials to criterion
and field dependents readily use an hypothesis-testing approach
when told to do so. (Witkin et. 21, 1975) -

4I-‘ield dependent teachers prefer ifiteraction using more discussion
-and -more questions to introduce new topics. Consistent with their

" . more holistic orientation, these teachers tend to use lifestyle issues

as a means of setting the scene in teaching or testing. ‘In.contrast
field independent teachers use lecture and discovery approaches,
mo_re often. They use questions to check up on students’progress,
use more corrective feedback, more negative evaluation and more
abstract, nonsocial items on tests. Students and teachers,
clients and counselors like each: other better even after as short a’
period as twenty minutes, if they are matched on field dependence-~
independence. Regardless of their own style,. counselors-tend to
use supportive therapy with field-dependent clients and modifying
therapy with field independents (Witkin et. 21, 1975).
5Data derive from the Value Added Project conducted by the Office
of Instructional Research and Evaluation, Harvard University,
and sponsored by the Fund for the Improvement.of Postsecondary
Education. Since there are two dimensions in this model, a
rectilinear cognitive operating space is calculated based on assess-
ment of all four modes. In this study of students at three separate
institutions, we found no difference between males and females in
e.mean area of the operating space (F=. 050, p=677). This two-
ensfonal model can also identify data dominant students
thOSe whose score on teceptive and pret:eptive tasks exceed scores
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Jn systematic and imtuitive tasks) and strategy dominant ones. Only
38 (11.3%) of our sample were data or strategy dominant. However,

- - females we&e more often data dominant males more often strategy
3.98, 1 df; p.05). The difference in frequency of ,

dominant (X
receptive style is not significant among freshmen. Amoeng seniors,
however, males are more systematic (F=6.903, p = .0l) and
receptive (F=3.037, p = .08); intuitive and preceptive scoreg in
females are not significantly higher than those in males.

~

‘

A 6Systematic ~intuitive strategy by natural science v. humanities majors

yields a X2 = 4, 223, 1df, p<.. 85 preceptive~neutral receptive
style by all three majors has a X* = 11.837, 4 df, p = .019.

The Logic and Rhetoric of Exposition Test Offered five essay topics,
one of which was to be completed in fifteen minutes. The task was
developed, inpart, to assess converg'ent validity of the style model.
As a result each essay differed substantially, from the others. Sex .
digferences in essay topic were significant at the .0001 level
29.397, 4 df), major differences at the .002 level
(XZ,_ 23, 020, 8 df) *and systematic neutral-infuitive style at the
.01 level (X = 18.987, 8 df). )

8These reports and.others mentioned below, unless otherwise noted,
may be found in Martens (I976).

9Note that different options were selectectively preferred by field
dependent, field independent, intuitive -and systematic participants,
the two style dimensions do.not overlap

-

~

leIn the Value Added Project, neutrals had the following characteristics

1) The size of the operating space of neutrals is smallér on
the average, suggesting a trade off in which depth is
sacrificed for flexibility; ol

2) more, freshmen than seniors have neutral sytles (X =4, 884
1df, p <.05); o

3) distinctive styles relate to earlie& and more confident
choices in major and vocation (X“=5, 125, 2 df, .10<p <.0S

- for career choice); ~

4) seniors with neutral styles ‘are uncertain about career

choices, but have less often changed their options sdnce.
s freshman years;

5) after completing the Logic and Rhetoric Test, stydents
with neutral stylesom%re often feel the task failed
assess their skills (X“ = 4.289, 1 df, p {".05). t?‘

11Hjelmeland et. al. found that among 43.4% who use instructor's
style as a variable, less than 15% rely on their own analyses of that
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style. Not surprisingly, over 50% who thought their style matched -
that of the instructor at the beginning of the term, felt less well~
matched at the end of th‘e term,

12'I‘hese latter reports come from my own students who heard 2 lecture
on style, were tested if they chose to be, and completed a questionnaire
dqring the following, quarter at University 'of California, Irvine.
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